coherent total view of the law; 8 it will be argued (like John P. Meier 9 ) that 5: 17-19 and 5:20-48 are internally consistent and correlate with each other, and (unlike Meier) that each passage upholds the enduring validity of the law. My nuanced view of 5:17-48 and of the law as a whole will emerge through the consideration of a number of issues over which there has been considerable scholarly debate. These are: the validity of the Mosaic law and the halakah; the meaning of the demand for righteousness (5:20) and perfection (5:48); the meaning of the love commandment; and the interpretation of plerösai (5:17) and heôs an pania genètai (5:18).
THE VALIDITY OF THE MOSAIC TORAH
In the case of divorce (5:31-32; 19:3-9 = Deut 24:1), oaths Num 30:2; Deut 23:21) , and the lex talionis (5:38-42 = Exod 21:24; Lev 24:20; Deut 19:21) Jesus prohibits something which the OT allows. The question, though, is whether or not Jesus is contradicting the commanding aspect of the OT. An example of how Jesus can, at first sight, appear to criticize the Mosaic Torah and yet believe in its validity is shown in the case of divorce in 19:3-9. The Pharisees ask Jesus why Moses commanded that a certificate of divorce be given. Jesus replies that for their hardness of heart Moses allowed them to divorce their wives. In support, Jesus appeals to the authority of Torah texts (arsen kai thély epoiésen autous, Gen 1:27; 5:2; and heneka... mian, Gen 2:24) (19:4-5). In the beginning (19:8) God willed that there be no divorce (19:4-5). Moses accepts the validity of Gen 2:24 but makes a concession (Deut 24:1) because of the hardness of men's hearts. 10 What is commanded (Deut 24:1) is not divorce but the giving of a certificate of divorce; this is better than no certificate of divorce. 11 In the case of divorce (19:1-9; 5:31-32) Jesus does not take away from the OT but adds to it. 12 The commands of Jesus are an interpretation of, and an advancement upon, the OT: his commands are an expression of the pure will of God, an expression at which the OT aimed.
By analogy the same conclusion could be reached in the case of oaths (5:33-36; 23:16-22) and the lex talionis (5:38-42). Although in 5:33-36 10 David Daube ("Concessions to Sinfulness in Jewish Law," JJS 10 [1959] 1-13) argues that when Jesus says Moses made the bill of divorcement because of men's hardness of heart, he is using an established legal category of actions allowed out of consideration for wickedness or weakness. In this case the lesser of two evils was a merciful concession for the sake of the woman. The intention of Deut 24:1, then, was not to make divorce acceptable but to limit sinfulness and control its consequences. Deut 24:1-4 was a witness to the evil which arose from a disregard of the creation ordinance of marriage (Gen 1:27; 2:24).
David Daube ("Repudium in Deuteronomy," Neotestamentica et Semitica: Studies in Honour of Matthew Black, ed. E. E. Ellis and M. Wilcox [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1969]
236-39) argues that the main reason for the certificate was to prove that she was divorced. Prior to the Mosaic provision, there might be severe consequences if she or her family wrongly believed a divorce had taken place. 12 On the divorce question a problem arises concerning the exceptive clauses parektos logou porneias (5:32) and me epi porneia (19:9). Of the many possible views three will be noted. First, it has traditionally been maintained by Protestants that divorce here is allowed in the case of adultery. This view, though, is problematical, because (a) it makes the exceptive clauses agree with Shammai's interpretation of 'erwat dabar in Deut 24:1, whereas Mt 19:3-9 (cf. 5:32) is in the context of a polemic against the Pharisees; and (6) porneia here probably does not mean moicheia, since at 15:19 they are distinguished. Second, and quite possibly correctly, it has been claimed that porneia should be read in light of Lev 17 and 18 (cf. Acts 15:20,29). What is prohibited, then, would be marriage within the forbidden degrees of kinship; these marriages should be broken up. Finally, and I think rightly, it has been claimed that the exceptive clauses are pretentions, are exceptions to the proposition itself and not merely to apolyö. Divorce, then, is prohibited, the permission of Deut 24; 1 notwithstanding. This interpretation has at least three advantages: (a) 19:9 would agree well with 19:3-9 where Deut 24:1 is under discussion; (ò) 19:3-9 would become an excellent expansion of, and commentary on, 5:32; and (c) 5:32 would agree well with the rest of the antitheses where Jesus brings out the radically absolute meaning of the law. Its disadvantage is that in the LXX porneuein never translates 'erwat (cf. Jesus' primary concern is not the OT view of oaths but someone's interpretation of them, yet he does go beyond the OT: the OT said that one is not to swear falsely but Jesus says that one is not to swear at all. He advances in the same direction as the OT, from a limitation of oaths to a further limitation of oaths. The OT legislation was not intended to make one take an oath, but if one insisted on taking an oath it prohibited him from swearing falsely; in the kingdom of heaven, however, there is no need to swear at all.
13
The lex talionis in the OT was not a command for vengeance but a prohibition of unmeasured vengeance. Jesus advances in the same direction and prohibits measured vengeance. (tas entolas), since they are necessary to keep in order to enter life, are valid. These are the love commandment and the Decalogue. These are the commandments to love one's neighbour as oneself (Lev 19:18) and to honor one's father and mother; the commandments not to kill, commit adultery, steal, or bear false witness. Further, at 12:7 and 9:13 it is the OT (= Hos 6:6) which teaches "I desire mercy and not sacrifice." At 23:23 it is obligatory to do the weightier matters of the law (justice, mercy, faith) and not neglect the others (tithing mint, dill, and cummin). Finally, at 8:1-4 Jesus tells a healed leper to show himself to the priest and offer the gift that Moses commanded as a proof to the people. The Mosaic motifs are in correspondence rather than in antithesis to Moses.
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Robert Banks denies that Jesus' teaching is torah because (a) his teaching transcends the law; (ò) no legal category can describe the contents of 5:17-48; (c) the parables cannot be called legal material; and (d) the expectation of a new torah is absent in Judaism. 22 None of these arguments, however, excludes Jesus' words as torah if torah is understood as "instruction." Banks himself admits that this is the primary sense both of Jesus' teaching and of the OT torah, and that Jesus does refer to his own words as entolai; yet, curiously, his words are not torah. in the rest of Matthew and only once more (Lk 1:75) in the rest of the Synoptics. Within the sermon a distinction must be made between dikaiosynê hymôn (5:20; 6:1), dikaiosynê autou (6:33), and the absolute (hé) dikaiosynê (5:6, 10). A distinction should also be made between the dikaiosynê which the disciple is to perform and the dikaiosynê which he is to receive (as a gift).
23

THE VALIDITY OF THE HALAKAH
Dikaiosynê hymôn (5:20; 6:1) sums up the righteousness which the disciple is to perform. 32 The examples of 5:21-48 (= murder, adultery, oaths, divorce, the lex talionis, love of enemy) and 6:1-18 (= alms, prayer, fasting) illustrate the dikaiosynê hymôn demanded at 5:20 and 6:1 respectively. The righteousness which the believer receives as a gift is summed up in 5:6; 33 it is God who satisfies (chortasthêsontai = divine passive) one's hunger and thirst for righteousness. The gift character of righteousness correlates with the fact that being precedes doing. Before one can do acts of righteousness, one must be righteous. The plant not planted by the father is rooted up (15:13). Only a sound eye can have correct vision (6:22, 23), and only a good and sound tree can produce good fruit (7:17,18; 12:33). One who is evil inwardly cannot do the good; one cannot speak good when he is evil, for it is out of the abundance of the heart that the mouth speaks (12:34); it is from the heart that evil thoughts, murder, adultery, fornication, theft, false witness, and slander
come (15:18-20). It is what comes out of rather than what goes into the man that defiles him (15:11). The Scribes and Pharisees are lawless hypocrites, outwardly dikaioi but inwardly full of hypokrisis and anomia (23:28).
There are, moreover, indications that in order to be righteous one must be in the kingdom and related to Christ. Seeking God's kingdom and God's righteousness (dikaiosynê autou, 6:33) are correlative, as are being persecuted on account of righteousness (heneken dikaiosynês, 5:10) and being persecuted on account of Christ (heneken emou, 5:11). Following Christ is the decisive criterion for entrance into the kingdom (4:19-22; 9:9; 10:38; 16:24; 19:21; cf. 19:29). 32 The demand character of righteousness also has parallels elsewhere in Matthew. It is necessary to do the will of God (thelêma tou potros, 7:21; 12:50; 21:31; cf. 6:10). At 5:19 it is he who teaches and does the commandments who will be great in the kingdom of heaven. At 25:31-46 the sheep as opposed to the goats will inherit the kingdom because they took care of the hungry, the thirsty, the stranger, the naked, the sick, and the prisoner. Elsewhere in Matthew teleios is used only at 19:21; there the reason the rich man did not have treasure in heaven or perfection (teleios) was that he had a divided heart. 35 This corresponds well with the meaning of teleios in the LXX, 36 where it means "unblemished," "undivided," "complete," "whole," and is especially used for sälem and tâmîm. In 1 Kgs 8: 61; 11:4; 15:3,14 ; and 1 Chr 28:9 teleios is the translation for the Hebrew sälem and is used of the heart which is undivided pros kyrion or meta kyriou, which is undivided in exclusive worship, without idolatry, and wholly obedient to God's will. Nor is the case different when tâmîm is translanted by teleios; for instance, in Deut 18:13 the people are to serve Yahweh wholly and undividedly (teleios esç enantion kyriou), and Noah was a man dikaios and teleios (Gen 6:9) in his generation (cf. Sir 44:17;
Noe heurethon teleios dikaios).
Lev 19:2 (cf. Lev 11 :44, 45; 20:7, 26) , even though hagios occurs there instead of teleios, sheds light on Mt 5:48; it reads hagioi esesthe hoti egô hagios (q e dôsîm) kyrios ho theos hymôn. It was distinctive of Israel that they were set apart for and must reflect the character of Yahweh; as Lev 20:26 puts it, "You shall be holy to me; for I the Lord am holy, and have separated you from the peoples, that you should be mine." Similarly, the disciples (Mt 5:48) are to be characterized by their likeness to God. enemies (5:43-47). Undoubtedly, if one loved God with his whole being and his neighbor as himself, these forbidden motives and the outward acts from which they spring would disappear, and the positive acts which are commanded (5: 23-25, 29-30, 37, 39-42, 44, 47) would appear. So far we have concluded that Jesus is opposed to the Scribes and Pharisees who would evade the radical provisions of the Torah. With full authority he brings out its radically absolute meaning, summed up in the commandment to love . Being righteous, his disciples are to respond with a righteousness that is better than that of the Scribes and Pharisees (5:20). Like God, they are to be wholehearted (5:48); they must love even their enemies (5:43-48).
5:19 correlates with this account of the law. The disciples must not relax (lysç) the least of the commandments (mian tön entolön toutön tön elachistön); they must, rather, teach (didaxç) and do (poiesç) them. The manner in which 5:17, 18 is related will emerge through a consideration of plërôsai (5:17) and heos an panta genêtai (5:18).
THE MEANING OF PLËRÔSAI (5:17)
Views on plërôsai can be divided into at least six different positions: (a) "to do" or "to carry out"; 43 (ό) "to establish"; 44 (c) "to set forth in its true meaning"; 45 (d) Plêrôsai cannot mean merely "to do." Barth points out that this meaning agrees well with the linguistic usage but in the context it is not Jesus' doing the law but rather his teaching of it that is decisive. Ljungman and Strack-Billerbeck indicate that in Jewish thought a law and its being performed form a unity, so that one cannot restrict fulfilment to "doing." 
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The view that plêrôsai means "establish" has been traced back to the Hebrew hêqîm (or qîyâm) and/or the Aramaic qayêm. Albeit in a few OT passages the targums do use forms of qayêm where the LXX has plêrôsai, it is significant (a) that the LXX never translates plêrôsai for forms of qîyâm, (b) that in the Syriac translation of 5:17 the underlying verbs for katalysai-plêrôsai are s e rê'-malê\ 52 and (c) that usually male' lies behind the LXX plêrôsai. Also Gaechter, 53 against the particular form of this view that sees bittet and qayêm (= the binding and loosing power of the rabbis) behind katalysai and plêrôsai, 54 notes that these terms apply to the law and not to the prophets.
The view that plêrôsai means "to set forth the true meaning," "to perfect," or "to complete" has been criticized by summary]) claims that in contrast to katalysai, plêrôsai means "keep intact." Katalyein ton nomon means that the law is no longer in force and katalyein tous prophètas means that a prophecy is impossible ("irréalisable"). Plêroun ton nomon means "perfectly to obey the law," and plêroun tous prophètas means "realize" ("réaliser") the prophets; the Messiah does these in his words and deeds. Against Descamps, however, the law and the prophets cannot be fulfilled in different senses. Although the connective particle is -è (not kai), it is not used in a disjunctive sense. M'Neile claims, however, that "the law and the prophets" is able only at 11:13 (and consequently unable at 5:17; 7:12; and 22:40) to mean "bearers of the promise" ("Träger der Verheissung"). A proclamation of the will of God, though, can hardly be excluded at 11:13, where it states that pantes gar hoi prophêtai kai ho nomos heos Iôannou eprophéteusan. At any rate, at 5:17 the commanding aspect of Scripture cannot be excluded, for the context is one of moral demand. Also it is possible that in the Sermon on the Mount the phrase "the law and the prophets" (5:17; 7:12) is to be understood as brackets; the intervening content is in some sense an exposition of the moral requirements of Scripture.
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The view adopted here is indebted to Joachim Jeremías. 62 He sees b. Shab. 116b (= the reading 'ella, as opposed to w e lú 63 ), with its explicit claim to have come from a Gospel, as lying behind 5:17. He notes that this view matches the usual exegesis of 5:17b in Jewish Christianity (e.g., Pseud. Clem. Ree. 1,39,1). Katalysai is equivalent, then, to miphat ("take away") and plêrôsai is equivalent to 'osope ("increase," "add," "enlarge"). Plêrôsai is an eschatological technical term; Jesus brings the final revelation, the complete eschatological measure of the law.
This view of plêrôsai agrees well with its root meaning of "to fill up a measure." 64 This view of katalysai corresponds well with iota hen é mia keraia ou mê parelthç. apo tou nomou (5:18) and lysç, mian tön entolôn toutôn 6n ton elachistôn kai didaxç. houtôs (5:19); all three verses state that nothing is to be taken away from the law.
THE MEANING OF HEÖS AN ΡΑΝΤΑ GENETAI (5:18)
There is widespread disagreement over the precise meaning of each unit of this clause: over the meaning of heôs an, panta, and genêtai. tauta genêtai (a phrase identical to 5:18 except for the addition of tauta) refers either to the fall of Jerusalem or to the Parousia; at 28:11 hapanta ta genomena refers to the resurrection of Jesus; and touto de (holon) gegonen (1:22; 21:4; 26:56) refers to events of Jesus' life which are a prophetic (prophètes) fulfilment (plêroun) of Scripture. A different usage of ginesthaiy however, is evidenced in the phrase genêthêto to theléma sou (6:10 = the Lord's Prayer; and 26:42 = the prayer at Gethsemane).
If ginesthai refers to the doing of God's will, then panta refers to the law. A potential grammatical problem, though, is that panta is plural and nomou is singular. But the problem is relieved if panta ta tou nomou is understood for panta or if panta is contrasted with iota hen ê mia keraia.™
The view adopted here is indebted to Honeyman's insight that heös an panta genêtai states positively what is stated negatively in the preceding clause; thus heös an is final, panta is contrasted with iota hen ê mia keraia, and genêtai is the opposite of parelthç. Parelthç in 5:18 means pass away in the sense of "lose force," "become invalid."
74 Genêtai then means "come to be" in the sense of "come into force," "become valid." The sense of 5:18, then, is that nothing is to pass from the law but rather that all of it is to come into full force. Genêtai thus has a meaning similar to plêrôsai in 5:17.
This view, like the one which claims that nothing will ever pass from the law, agrees with our previous conclusions concerning the law in Matthew: the law is valid, and there is a polemic against the Scribes and Pharisees who are taking away from the law. In addition, both views would affirm the exceedingly emphatic point of 5:17-19 that nothing is ever to be taken away from the law. My view, however, has the additional advantages (a) that 5:17,18, and 19 would each have a negative followed by a contrasting positive statement and (6) the law into full force (5:18), is bringing it to its full eschatological measure of completeness (5:17). The disciples, consequently, must not relax but, on the contrary, must teach and obey even the least commandment (5:19).
The righteousness of Jesus' disciples must be far better than that of the Scribes and Pharisees (5:20; 6:1). Unlike the Scribes and Pharisees, they must not take away from the law either by limiting it to the outward act or by evading its radical prescriptions. They must be wholehearted as God is wholehearted (5:48).
